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DETAILED ACTION 



Drawings 



1. 



Figures 1 - 3 should be designated by a legend such as —Prior Art-- because only that 



which is old is illustrated. See MPEP § 608.02(g). A proposed drawing correction or corrected 
drawings are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

2. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(4) because 
reference characters "410" and "450" have both been used to designate U NS2." A proposed 
drawing correction or corrected drawings are required in reply to the Office action to avoid 
abandonment of the application. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

3. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1.84(p)(5) because they 
do not include the following reference sign(s) mentioned in the description: "500" in Figure 5. A 
proposed drawing correction or corrected drawings are required in reply to the Office action to 
avoid abandonment of the application. The objection to the drawings will not be held in 
abeyance. 



4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 



(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 



sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

5. Claims 1,6-8, 18, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Ozawa (Ozawa, European Patent Application Number 655,73 1). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC§102 
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Regarding claim 1, Ozawa teaches of in a telecommunications system having voice 
communications subject to noise, a distributed noise suppression system for suppressing said 
noise for a given one of said voice communications (Figures 1 and 3 and page 7, lines 22 -27), 
said noise suppression system comprising: a first noise suppressor, within a first device, for 
suppressing noise received by said first device prior to transmission of the noise-suppressed 
signal to a destination device (Figure 1 and page 3, lines 36 -43 and page 7, lines 22 -27); and a 
second noise suppressor, within said destination device, for further suppressing the noise- 
suppressed signal received from said first device to said destination device, whereby the noise 
associated with said given one of said voice communications is reduced twice (Figure 3 and page 
6, lines 33 - 40; and page 7, lines 22 -27). 

Regarding claim 6, Ozawa teaches all the claimed limitations as recited in claim 1 . 
Ozawa further teaches of comprising: an encoder, within said first device and attached to said 
first noise suppressor, for encoding said noise-suppressed signal from said first noise suppressor 
prior to transmission to said destination device (Figure 1 and page 3, lines 27-3 1). 

Regarding claim 7, Ozawa teaches all the claimed limitations as recited in claim 6. 
Ozawa further teaches of comprising: a decoder, within said destination device and attached to 
said second noise suppressor, for decoding said noise-suppressed signal received from said 
transmitter prior to said second noise suppressor (Figure 3 and page 6, lines 33 - 40). 

Regarding claim 8, Ozawa teaches all the claimed limitations as recited in claim 7. 
Ozawa further teaches of wherein said noise-suppressed signal received from said transmitter 
prior to said second suppressor is subject to signal distortion caused by low bit-rate speech 
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encoding by said encoder (page 3, lines 10-17), and wherein said second noise suppressor is 
tuned to suppress said signal distortion (page 6, lines 41 - 50). 

Regarding claim 18, Ozawa teaches all the claimed limitations as recited in claim 1. 
Ozawa further teaches of wherein said first and second noise suppressors employ respective 
algorithms therein tuned to the respective noises encountered (Figures 2 and 4 and starting page 
43, line 43 and ending page 6, line 33 and starting page 6, line 51 and ending page 7, line 15). 

Regarding claim 19, Ozawa teaches all the claimed limitations as recited in claim 18. 
Ozawa further teaches of wherein the first and second noise suppression algorithms adapt 
dynamically to the respective noises encountered (Figures 2 and 4 and starting page 43, line 43 
and ending page 6, line 33 and starting page 6, line 51 and ending page 7, line 15). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 2, 4, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ozawa (Ozawa, European Patent Application Number 655,731) as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Romesburg (Romesburg, WIPO No. 97/34290). 

Regarding claim 2, Ozawa teaches all the claimed limitations as recited in claim 1. 
Ozawa does not specifically teach of wherein said first device is a mobile terminal. 

In a related art dealing with noise suppression, Romesburg teaches of wherein said first 
device is a mobile terminal (Figure 3 and page 11, lines 15 - 23). 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to have 
included into Ozawa's noise suppression system, Romesburg's mobile system, for the purposes 
of added noise suppression in a changing, mobile environment, as taught by Romesburg. 

Regarding claim 4, Ozawa teaches all the claimed limitations as recited in claim 1. 
Ozawa does not specifically teach of wherein said destination device is a mobile telephone. 

In a related art dealing with noise suppression, Romesburg teaches of wherein said 
destination device is a mobile telephone (Figure 3 and page 11, lines 15 - 23). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to have 
included into Ozawa's noise suppression system, Romesburg's mobile system, for the purposes 
of added noise suppression in a changing, mobile environment, as taught by Romesburg. 

Regarding claim 15, Ozawa teaches all the claimed limitations as recited in claim 1 . 
Ozawa does not specifically teach of wherein the noise associated with said given one of said 
voice communications is acoustic. 

In a related art dealing with noise suppression, Romesburg teaches of wherein the noise 
associated with said given one of said voice communications is acoustic (Figure 3 and page 1 1, 
lines 15 - 23). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to have 
included into Ozawa's noise suppression system, Romesburg's mobile system, for the purposes 
of added noise suppression in a changing, mobile environment, as taught by Romesburg. 
8. Claims 3 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ozawa 
(Ozawa, European Patent Application Number 655,731) as applied to claim 1 above, and further 
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in view of Romesburg (Romesburg, WIPO No. 97/34290) and Voit (Voit, US Patent No. 
6,075,783). 

Regarding claim 3, Ozawa teaches all the claimed limitations as recited in claim 1. 
Ozawa does not specifically teach of wherein said first device is selected from the group 
consisting of: a microphone, terminal, PC, Internet device, and a transmission system. 

In a related art dealing with noise suppression, Romesburg teaches of wherein said first 
device is selected from the group consisting of: a microphone, terminal, and a transmission 
system (Figure 3 and page 1 1 , lines 1 5 - 23). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to have 
included into Ozawa 5 s noise suppression system, Romesburg' s mobile system, for the purposes 
of added noise suppression in a changing, mobile environment, as taught by Romesburg. 

Ozawa in view of Romesburg do not specifically teach of a PC and Internet device. 

In a related art dealing with the use of mobile communications, Voit teaches of PC and 
Internet device (Figure 4). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to have 
included into Ozawa and Romesburg' s noise suppression system, Voit's VOIP system, for the 
accommodating the use of communicating with a computer terminal via a wireless unit (and vise 
versa) as taught by Voit. 

Regarding claim 5, Ozawa teaches all the claimed limitations as recited in claim 1. 
Ozawa does not specifically teach of wherein said first device is selected from the group 
consisting of: a microphone, terminal, PC, Internet device, and a transmission system. 
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In a related art dealing with noise suppression, Romesburg teaches of wherein said first 
device is selected from the group consisting of: a loudspeaker, terminal, and a transmission 
system (Figure 3 and page 11, lines 15 - 23). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to have 
included into Ozawa's noise suppression system, Romesburg's mobile system, for the purposes 
of added noise suppression in a changing, mobile environment, as taught by Romesburg. 

Ozawa in view of Romesburg do not specifically teach of a PC and Internet device. 

In a related art dealing with the use of mobile communications, Voit teaches of PC and 
Internet device (Figure 4). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to have 
included into Ozawa and Romesburg's noise suppression system, Voit's VOIP system, for the 
accommodating the use of communicating with a computer terminal via a wireless unit (and vise 
versa) as taught by Voit. 

9. Claims 9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ozawa 
(Ozawa, European Patent Application Number 655,731) as applied to claim 1 above, and further 
in view of Aoki et al (Aoki, US Patent No. 5,933,506). 

Regarding claim 9, Ozawa teaches all the claimed limitations as recited in claim 1 . 
Ozawa does not specifically teach of wherein the noise associated with said given one of said 
voice communications is reduced by said first suppressor by about 6 to 14 dB. 

In a related art dealing with noise reduction, Aoki teaches of wherein the noise associated 
with said given one of said voice communications is reduced by said first suppressor by about 6 
to 14 dB (starting column 7, line 66 and ending column 8, line 3). 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to have 
included into Ozawa's noise suppression's technique, Aoki's suppression limits, for the purposes 
of reducing added noise at a specified level, as taught by Aoki. 

Regarding claim 10, Ozawa in view of Aoki teach all the claimed limitations as recited in 
claim 9. Aoki further teaches of wherein the noise is reduced by said first suppressor by about 8 
to 10 dB (starting column 7, line 66 and ending column 8, line 3). 

10. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ozawa (Ozawa, 
European Patent Application Number 655,731) and Aoki et al. (Aoki, US Patent No. 5,933,506) 
as applied to claim 10 above, and further in view of Foulkes et al (Foulkes, US Patent No. 
3,560,669). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Ozawa in view of Aoki teach all the claimed limitations as recited in 
claim 10. Ozawa in view of Aoki, do not specifically teach of wherein the noise is reduced by 
said first suppressor by about 8 dB (though it should be noted that Aoki teaches of 3 to 10 dB 
and 8 is in that range). 

In a related with echo suppression, Foulkes teaches of wherein the noise is reduced by 
said first suppressor by about 8 dB (column 11, lines 2 - 5). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to have 
included into Ozawa and Aoki's noise suppression's technique, Foulkes suppression limits, for 
the purposes of suppressing noise by a specified level, as taught by Foulkes. 

11. Claims 12 - 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ozawa 
(Ozawa, European Patent Application Number 655,731) as applied to claim 1 above, and further 
in view of Dolby (Dolby, US Patent No. 3,665,345). 
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Regarding claim 12, Ozawa teaches all the claimed limitations as recited in claim 1. 
Ozawa does not specifically teach of wherein the noise associated with said given one of said 
voice communications, after suppression by said first noise suppressor, is further reduced by said 
second suppressor by about 1 to 10 dB. 

In a related art dealing with noise reduction, Dolby teaches of wherein the noise 
associated with said given one of said voice communications, after suppression by said first 
noise suppressor, is further reduced by said second suppressor by about 1 to 10 dB (column 2, 
lines 67-70). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to have 
included into Ozawa 5 s noise suppression's technique, Dolby's suppression limits, for the 
purposes of suppressing noise by a specified level, as taught by Dolby. 

Regarding claim 13, Ozawa in view of Dolby teach all the claimed limitations as recited 
in claim 12. Dolby further teaches of wherein the noise is reduced by said second suppressor by 
about 2 to 8 dB (column 2, lines 67 - 70). 

Regarding claim 14, Ozawa in view of Dolby teach all the claimed limitations as recited 
in claim 12. Dolby further teaches of wherein the noise is reduced by said second suppressor by 
about 6 dB (column 2, lines 67 - 70). 

12. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ozawa (Ozawa, 
European Patent Application Number 655,731) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view 
of Suvanen et al. (Suvanen, US Patent No. 6,081,732). 

Regarding claim 16, Ozawa teaches all the claimed limitations as recited in claim 1. 
Ozawa does not teach of wherein the noise associated with said given one of said voice 
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communications, after suppression by said first noise suppressor, is from an encoding of said 
noise-suppressed signal 

In a related art dealing with echo noise elimination, Suvanen teaches of wherein the noise 
associated with said given one of said voice communications, after suppression by said first 
noise suppressor, is from an encoding of said noise-suppressed signal (column 7, lines 44 -46). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to have 
included into Ozawa's noise suppression's technique, Suvanen' s encoder noise, for the purposes 
of reducing all sources of noise generated in the audio path, as taught by Suvanen. 
13. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ozawa (Ozawa, 
European Patent Application Number 655,731) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view 
of Ferrer et al. (Ferrer, US Patent No. 6,1 15,589). 

Regarding claim 17, Ozawa teaches all the claimed limitations as recited in claim 1. 
Ozawa does not specifically teach of wherein the noise associated with said given one of said 
voice communications, after suppression by said first noise suppressor, is from transmission of 
said noise-suppressed signal. 

In a related art dealing with audio noise suppression, Ferrer teaches of wherein the noise 
associated with said given one of said voice communications, after suppression by said first 
noise suppressor, is from transmission of said noise-suppressed signal (column 2, lines 27 - 42). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to have 
included into Ozawa's noise suppression's technique, Ferrer's channel added noise, for the 
purposes of reducing all sources of noise generated in the audio path, as taught by Ferrer. 
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14. Claims 20 - 23, 30, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ozawa (Ozawa, European Patent Application Number 655,731) in view of Romesburg 
(Romesburg, WIPO No. 97/34290). 

Regarding claim 20, Ozawa teaches of in a telecommunications system having voice 
communications subject to noise, suppression means for suppressing said noise for a given one 
of said voice communications (Figures 1 and 3 and page 7, lines 22 -27), comprising: a first 
noise suppressor for suppressing noise prior to transmission of the noise-suppressed signal to a 
destination device (Figure 1 and page 3, lines 36 -43 and page 7, lines 22 -27); and a second 
noise suppressor for suppressing a received noise-suppressed signal received from a transmitting 
device having a first noise suppressor therein, whereby the noise associated with said given one 
of said voice communications is reduced twice (Figure 3 and page 6, lines 33 - 40; and page 7, 
lines 22 -27). 

Ozawa does not specifically teach of a mobile telephone having suppression means or 
received by said mobile telephone. 

In a related art dealing with noise suppression, Romesburg teaches of a mobile telephone 
having suppression means (Figure 3 and page 11, lines 15-23) or received by said mobile 
telephone (Figures 3 and 4 and page 1 1, lines 15 - 23). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to have 
included into Ozawa's noise suppression system, Romesburg 5 s mobile system, for the purposes 
of added noise suppression in a changing, mobile environment, as taught by Romesburg. 

Regarding claim 21, Ozawa in view of Romesburg, teach all the claimed limitations as 
recited in claim 20. Ozawa further teaches of comprising: an encoder, attached to said first noise 
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suppressor, for encoding said noise-suppressed signal from said first noise suppressor prior to 
transmission to said destination device (Figure 1 and page 3, lines 27-31). 

Regarding claim 22, Ozawa in view of Romesburg, teach all the claimed limitations as 
recited in claim 20. Ozawa further teaches of comprising: a decoder, attached to said second 
noise suppressor, for decoding said received noise-suppressed signal received from said 
transmitting device prior to said second noise suppressor (Figure 3 and page 6, lines 33 - 40). 

Regarding claim 23, Ozawa in view of Romesburg, teach all the claimed limitations as 
recited in claim 22. Ozawa further teaches of wherein said noise-suppressed signal received 
from said transmitter prior to said second suppressor is subject to signal distortion caused by low 
bit-rate speech encoding by said encoder, and wherein said second noise suppressor is tuned to 
suppress said signal distortion (Figure 3 and page 6, lines 33 - 40). 

Regarding claim 30, Ozawa in view of Romesburg, teach all the claimed limitations as 
recited in claim 20. Romesburg further teaches of wherein the noise associated with said given 
one of said voice communications is acoustic (Figure 3 and page 11, lines 15 - 23). 

Regarding claim 33, Ozawa teaches of in a telecommunications system having voice 
communications subject to noise, a method for suppressing said noise for a given one of said 
voice communications (Figures 1 and 3 and page 7, lines 22 -27), said method comprising the 
steps of: noise suppressing, by a first noise suppressor, noise received by a first device prior to 
transmission of the noise- suppressed signal to a destination device (Figure 1 and page 3, lines 36 
-43 and page 7, lines 22 -27); and further noise suppressing, by a second noise suppressor within 
said destination device, said noise-suppressed signal received from said first device (Figure 3 and 
page 6, lines 33 - 40; and page 7, lines 22 -27). 
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Ozawa does not specifically teach of acoustic noise. 

In a related art dealing with noise suppression, Romesburg teaches of acoustic noise 
(Figure 3 and page 11, lines 15 - 23). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to have 
included into Ozawa's noise suppression system, Romesburg's mobile system, for the purposes 
of added noise suppression in a changing, mobile environment, as taught by Romesburg. 
15. Claims 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ozawa 
(Ozawa, European Patent Application Number 655,731) and Romesburg (Romesburg, WIPO 
No. 97/34290) as applied to claim 20 above, and further in view of Aoki et al. (Aoki, US Patent 
No. 5,933,506). 

Regarding claim 24, Ozawa in view of Romesburg, teach all the claimed limitations as 
recited in claim 20. Ozawa in view of Romesburg do not specifically teach of wherein the noise 
associated with said given one of said voice communications is reduced by said first suppressor 
by about 6 to 14 dB. 

In a related art dealing with noise reduction, Aoki teaches of wherein the noise associated 
with said given one of said voice communications is reduced by said first suppressor by about 6 
to 14 dB (starting column 7, line 66 and ending column 8, line 3). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to have 
included into Ozawa and Romesburg's noise suppression's technique, Aoki's suppression limits, 
for the purposes of reducing added noise at a specified level, as taught by Aoki. 
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Regarding claim 25, Ozawa in view of Romesburg and Aoki, teach all the claimed 
limitations as recited in claim 24. Aoki further teaches of wherein the noise is reduced by said 
first suppressor by about 8 to 10 dB (starting column 7, line 66 and ending column 8, line 3). 

16. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ozawa (Ozawa, 
European Patent Application Number 655,731) and in view of Romesburg (Romesburg, WIPO 
No. 97/34290) and Aoki et al. (Aoki, US Patent No. 5,933,506) as applied to claim 25 above, and 
further in view of Foulkes et al (Foulkes, US Patent No. 3,560,669). 

Regarding claim 26, Ozawa in view of Romesburg and Aoki teach all the claimed 
limitations as recited in claim 25. Ozawa and Romesburg in view of Aoki, do not specifically 
teach of wherein the noise is reduced by said first suppressor by about 8 dB (though it should be 
noted that Aoki teaches of 3 to 10 dB and 8 is in that range). 

In a related with echo suppression, Foulkes teaches of wherein the noise is reduced by 
said first suppressor by about 8 dB (column 11, lines 2 - 5). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to have 
included into Ozawa, Romesburg, and Aoki's noise suppression's technique, Foulkes 
suppression limits, for the purposes of suppressing noise by a specified level, as taught by 
Foulkes. 

17. Claims 27 - 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ozawa 
(Ozawa, European Patent Application Number 655,731) and Romesburg (Romesburg, WIPO 
No. 97/34290) as applied to claim 20 above, and further in view of Dolby (Dolby, US Patent No. 
3,665,345). 

Regarding claim 27, Ozawa in view of Romesburg teach all the claimed limitations as 
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recited in claim 20. Ozawa and Romesburg do not specifically teach of wherein the noise 
associated with said given one of said voice communications, after suppression by said first 
noise suppressor, is further reduced by said second suppressor by about 1 to 10 dB. 

In a related art dealing with noise reduction, Dolby teaches of wherein the noise 
associated with said given one of said voice communications, after suppression by said first 
noise suppressor, is further reduced by said second suppressor by about 1 to 10 dB (column 2, 
lines 67-70). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to have 
included into Ozawa and Romesburg' s noise suppression's technique, Dolby's suppression 
limits, for the purposes of suppressing noise by a specified level, as taught by Dolby. 

Regarding claim 28, Ozawa in view of Romesburg and Dolby, teach all the claimed 
limitations as recited in claim 27. Dolby further teaches of wherein the noise is reduced by said 
second suppressor by about 2 to 8 dB (column 2, lines 67 - 70). 

Regarding claim 29, Ozawa in view of Romesburg and Dolby, teach all the claimed 
limitations as recited in claim 28. Dolby further teaches of wherein the noise is reduced by said 
second suppressor by about 6 dB (column 2, lines 67 - 70). 

18. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ozawa (Ozawa, 
European Patent Application Number 655,731) and Romesburg (Romesburg, WIPO No. 
97/34290) as applied to claim 20 above, and further in view of Suvanen et al. (Suvanen, US 
Patent No. 6,081,732). 

Regarding claim 3 1 , Ozawa and Romesburg teach all the claimed limitations as recited in 
claim 20. Ozawa and Romesburg do not teach of wherein the noise associated with said given 
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one of said voice communications, after suppression by said first noise suppressor, is from an 
encoding of said noise-suppressed signal. 

In a related art dealing with echo noise elimination, Suvanen teaches of wherein the noise 
associated with said given one of said voice communications, after suppression by said first 
noise suppressor, is from an encoding of said noise-suppressed signal (column 7, lines 44 -46). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to have 
included into Ozawa and Romesburg's noise suppression's technique, Suvanen's encoder noise, 
for the purposes of reducing all sources of noise generated in the audio path, as taught by 
Suvanen. 

19. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ozawa (Ozawa, 
European Patent Application Number 655,731) and Romesburg (Romesburg, WIPO No. 
97/34290) as applied to claim 20 above, and further in view of Ferrer et al. (Ferrer, US Patent 
No. 6,115,589). 

Regarding claim 32, Ozawa and Romesburg teach all the claimed limitations as recited in 
claim 20. Ozawa does not specifically teach of wherein the noise associated with said given one 
of said voice communications, after suppression by said first noise suppressor, is from 
transmission of said noise-suppressed signal. 

In a related art dealing with audio noise suppression, Ferrer teaches of wherein the noise 
associated with said given one of said voice communications, after suppression by said first 
noise suppressor, is from transmission of said noise-suppressed signal (column 2, lines 27 - 42). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to have 
included into Ozawa and Romesburg's noise suppression's technique, Ferrer's channel added 
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noise, for the purposes of reducing all sources of noise generated in the audio path, as taught by 
Ferrer. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tanmay S Lele whose telephone number is (703) 305-3462. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 9 - 6:30 PM Monday - Thursdays and on alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nay A. Maung can be reached on (703) 308-7745. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 872-93 14 for regular 
communications and (703) 872-9314 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 306-0377. 

Tanmay S Lele 
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